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Commentor No. 285:  Megan Cornish Response to Commentor No. 285

285-3

285-1 285-2

285-1

285-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.

The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention program in place, as summarized in Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site activities.

285-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

285-3: DOE notes the commentor's views.  However, the purpose of the
NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of a range of reasonable
alternatives to maintaining and enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to support production of isotopes for medical, research, and
industrial uses, production of plutonium-238 for use in future NASA
space exploration missions, and U.S. nuclear research and development
needs for civilian application.  No component of the proposed action is
for the purpose of supporting any other defense or weapons-related
mission.

Cancers are believed to be caused by  a combination of hereditary and
environmental factors, including radiological and chemical agents.  In
ongoing clinical testing, therapeutic radioisotopes have proven effective in
treating cancers and other illnesses while minimizing adverse side effects,
making their use an attractive alternative to traditional chemotherapy and
radiation treatments.

Chapter 4, Volume 1, of the NI PEIS provides an estimate of waste
generation and potential human health impacts associated with each of the
alternatives proposed for the production of medical, industrial and research
isotopes, plutonium-238, and nuclear research and development.  Any
additional wastes generated in support of these missions would be managed
(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe an environmentally protective
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manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws,
regulations, and applicable DOE orders.  In terms of potential human
health impacts, the NI PEIS analysis indicates that the most likely impacts
would not result in additional cancer fatalities among the population
surrounding the DOE facilities that may be selected for use.

Consistent with the mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks
to fulfill its responsibility to ensure that there is a reliable supply of
isotopes in the U.S. to meet future demand.  DOE does not subsidize
commercial producers.  DOE encourages the commercial sector to
privatize the production of medical isotopes in certain instances, and does
this by turning over production of certain isotopes to commercial entities
once DOE has established that commercial production is economically
viable.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to clarify DOE's
isotope production role and other producers' capabilities to fulfill U.S.
isotope needs.

Commentor No. 285:  Megan Cornish (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 285
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Commentor No. 286:  Tom Burke Response to Commentor No. 286

286-1 286-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 287:  Kathleen Myers Response to Commentor No. 287

287-1 287-1: The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies a limited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not
meet DOE's mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers'
capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

The proposed action would not have an impact on the cleanup missions at
the candidate sites.  It is DOE's policy that all wastes be managed
(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective
manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws,
regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 288:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 288

288-1

288-2

288-3

288-2

288-1

288-4

288-5

288-1: Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

288-2: This NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR
Part 1021), respectively.  The environmental impacts of reasonable
alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the missions were disclosed and
evaluated in the NI PEIS.  DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze,
and disclose all required information to make a decision on expanding
nuclear infrastructure.  Further, DOE evaluated each environmental
resource area in a consistent, unbiased manner across all the alternatives
to allow a fair comparison among the various alternatives.

288-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities
to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.
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The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention program in place, as summarized in Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume,  that would govern any proposed site activities.

288-4: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

288-5: DOE prepared a separate Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary
of Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Such an ancillary document need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE
mailed this document to about 730 interested parties on September 8, 2000.
The report was made available immediately upon release on the
NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.
DOE has also provided a summary of the Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in Appendix Q in the Final NI PEIS.

Commentor No. 288:  Anonymous (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 288
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Commentor No. 289:  Terry Dunsmore Response to Commentor No. 289

289-1

289-2

289-1: Worker and public health and safety are of paramount and primary
importance to the DOE.  Restoration of the Hanford Site and waste
management activities are the primary missions at Hanford.  As stated in
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF and
support facilities at Hanford during normal operations and from
postulated accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of the
NI PEIS.  All impacts to human health and to ecological resources would
be small in the immediate area of the Hanford Site and negligible at all
distant locations.

289-2: The commentor’s support of alternative energy systems is noted.  Issues
of research and development of alternative energy sources are beyond
the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure EIS.  Other offices of DOE are
responsible for the research and development of alternative energy
sources.  The stated missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include
the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238, and nuclear research and development, can currently only
be met using nuclear reactor or accelerator technologies.
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Commentor No. 290:  J. L. Moore Response to Commentor No. 290

290-1

290-2

290-3

290-4

290-1: The restart of FFTF would not impact the schedule or available funding
for existing cleanup activities at Hanford nor would it generate high-level
radioactive waste.  The additional radioactive waste that would be
generated from the restart of FFTF (e.g., low-level radioactive waste)
would not be stored in the high-level radioactive waste tanks located at
Hanford.  As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart
of FFTF would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive
waste (e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters
of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of
nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

290-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.



2-408

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 290:  J. L. Moore (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 290

290-4
(Cont’d)

290-3

290-5

290-3: Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential
health impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF), including  normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

290-4: The Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee (NERAC)
subcommittee for Isotope Research and Production Planning, reviewed
various DOE and industry accelerators and nuclear reactors including
FFTF.  The review covered both the research and production capabilities
in meeting a set list of isotopes.  The commentor’s reference to “blue
ribbon medical advisory committee recommendation ,” is the above
subcommittee’s conclusion.  The conclusions presented in the “NERAC
Subcommittee for Isotope Research and Production Planning Final Report,
April 2000” regarding the suitability of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF)
to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost-efficient manner were
made in the context of the facility producing research isotopes as its sole
mission.  DOE agrees that the FFTF’s large size and configuration are
not particularly well suited for the singular purpose of producing small
quantities of various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of
the FFTF for the production of both  research and commercial isotopes
would be viable if operated in concert with producing plutonium-238
and conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.  As the NERAC report  states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production”.  In recognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates use of
the FFTF when coupled with the other proposed  missions.  While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report, it
is unlikely that reliable, increased  production of these isotopes to support
projected needs could be accomplished without disturbing the existing
missions of these facilities.
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Commentor No. 290:  J. L. Moore (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 290

DOE has taken the expert panel and NERAC recommendations under
consideration in developing the range of alternatives evaluated in the
NI PEIS.  These reports were made available to the public at the NI PEIS
public information centers and on the internet at www.nuclear.gov.

290-5: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.
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Commentor No. 291:  Margaret Jean Tuthill Response to Commentor No. 291

291-1

291-2

291-3

291-4

291-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

291-2: Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

291-3: The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost-
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial isotopes
would be viable if operated in concert with producing  plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.  As the NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production.”  In recognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions.  While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
it is unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to



2-411

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 291:  Margaret Jean Tuthill (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 291

support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of these facilities.

DOE has taken the Expert Panel and NERAC report recommendations
under consideration in developing the range of alternatives evaluated in
the NI PEIS.  These reports were made available to the public at the
NI PEIS public information centers and on the Internet at
http://www.nuclear.gov.

291-4: The NI PEIS accident risk analysis was conducted in a manner
consistent with the “Recommendations for the Preparation of
Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact Statements”
DOE Office of NEPA Oversight, May 1993.  Sections 4.2-4.6 of
Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts
that would be expected to result from implementation of the alternatives,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with each alternative would be small.
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Commentor No. 292:  Donn Colby Response to Commentor No. 292

292-1

292-2

292-3

292-1: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

DOE acknowledges that other manufacturers can produce certain
isotopes at lower costs.  In fact, the United States currently purchases
approximately 90 percent of its medical isotopes from foreign producers,
most notably Canada.  However, Canada only supplies a limited number
of economically attractive commercial isotopes (primarily
molybdenum-99), and it does not supply research isotopes or the diverse
array of medical and industrial isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  As
such, reliance on Canadian sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S.
isotope needs would not meet DOE's mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1
of Volume I has been revised to clarify DOE's role and other producers'
capabilities in fulfilling U.S. isotope needs.

292-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding ongoing activities to
remediate the existing contamination at Hanford.  Although beyond the
scope of this NI PEIS, the Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are high priority to DOE and are conducted in accordance with
the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.
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Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

292-3: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

Commentor No. 292:  Donn Colby (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 292
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Commentor No. 293:  Marianne Sullivan Response to Commentor No. 293

293-1

293-2

293-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission and migration of contaminants to the Columbia River.  Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to remediate existing
contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration
of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to
Hanford cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention program in place, as summarized in Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site activities.

No radioactive materials were “released” in the Hanford Wildfires of
2000.  Wildfires did resuspend some materials already in the environment.
The resuspended materials were low, slightly above natural background
levels.  The low levels required several days of analysis to quantify.

The Columbia River does not continue to grow increasingly contaminated
from Hanford activities.  Steady and consistent progress in restoring the
Hanford Site is documented in annual reports.  These are available at
www.hanford.gov.

293-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 294:  Erin Jeziorski Response to Commentor No. 294

294-1

294-4

294-3

294-2

294-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF and concern for the future of the Columbia River.
FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

294-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement. The proposed
alternatives would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

Ecology, EPA, and DOE agreed to a change in the Tri-Party
Agreement to place the milestones for FFTF's permanent deactivation in
abeyance until the DOE reaches a decision on FFTF’s future.  Public
meetings were held on this formal milestone change.  The NI PEIS
missions would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention program in place, as summarized in Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site activities.
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The environmental consequences associated with each alternative were
assessed in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 of the PEIS.  The socioeconomic
impacts associated with each alternative were presented in Chapter 3 of
Volume 1.

294-3: The NI PEIS addressed wastes produced for each alternative, as well as
cumulative impacts related to waste production. The Hanford waste
management infrastructure was analyzed in the NI PEIS  (see
Section 4.8.3.4 of Volume 1).  This analysis determined that it is unlikely
that  there would be major impacts (including those to ecological habitat) at
Hanford because sufficient capacity would exist to manage the site wastes
and none of the NI PEIS alternatives would generate more than a
relatively small amount of additional waste at Hanford.

294-4: Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide at some point to
import mixed oxide fuel from Europe to fuel FFTF.  At this time,
however, DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through any specific
port.  If DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it would
perform a separate NEPA analysis to select a port.  This review would
address all relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water
transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, as
well as safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300
mixed oxide fuel through a variety of specific candidate ports on the east
and west coasts.  It would consider all public comments, including local
resolutions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxide fuel into
the proposed alternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
alternative.  Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S.
Department of Transportation regulations.  Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements.  In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to a representative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and overland
transportation to Hanford.  Also in that section, a bounding analysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risks to the
surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipments would be extremely
small (e.g., less than 1 chance in a trillion for a latent cancer fatality per
shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and less than
1 chance in 50 billion for a latent cancer fatality per shipment from overland
highway accidents).

Commentor No. 294:  Erin Jeziorski (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 294
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Commentor No. 295:  Margaret T. Swartzman Response to Commentor No. 295

295-1

295-5

295-4

295-3

295-2

295-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  Ecology, EPA, and
DOE agreed to a change in the Tri-Party Agreement to place the
milestones for FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE
reaches a decision on FFTF’s future.  Public meetings were held on this
formal milestone change.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

295-2: The NI PEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of a range of
reasonable alternatives for maintaining and enhancing DOE's existing
nuclear facility infrastructure to support production of isotopes for
medical research, and industrial uses, production of plutonium-238 for use
in future NASA space exploration missions, and U.S. nuclear research and
development needs for civilian application.  In addition to restarting the
FFTF, the NI PEIS also evaluates alternatives that would either employ
the use of existing facilities or rely on the construction of new facilities.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
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applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies a limited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not
meet DOE's mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers'
capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasons and concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's
preference is to establish a domestic plutonium-238 production capability.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

295-3: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

295-4: Decommissioning FFTF, including associated costs and cleanup, is not
within the scope of the NI PEIS.  Before decommission activities were
undertaken, DOE would prepare the appropriate environmental
documentation to address the associated environmental impacts.  Cost
assessments would also be prepared.

DOE remains committed to cleaning up the Hanford Site independent of
the ultimate decision on FFTF.  The amounts of wastes associated with
decommissioning FFTF would be small.  The schedule for cleaning up
these other wastes would not be affected if FFTF were restarted.

Commentor No. 295:  Margaret T. Swartzman (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 295
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295-5: Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide at some point to
import mixed oxide fuel from Europe to fuel FFTF.  At this time, however,
DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through any specific port.  If
DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it would perform a
separate NEPA analysis to select a port.  This review would address all
relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water transportation,
shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, as well as
safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300 mixed
oxide fuel through a variety of specific candidate ports on the east and
west coasts.  It would consider all public comments, including local
resolutions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxide fuel into
the proposed alternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
alternative.  Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S.
Department of Transportation regulations.  Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements.  In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to a representative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and overland
transportation to Hanford.  Also in that section, a bounding analysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risks to the
surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipments would be extremely
small (e.g., less than 1 chance in a trillion for a latent cancer fatality per
shipment from severe accidents at docks and in channels and less than
1 chance in 50 billion for a latent cancer fatality per shipment from overland
highway accidents).

Commentor No. 295:  Margaret T. Swartzman (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 295
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Commentor No. 296:  Mary Eccon Smith Response to Commentor No. 296

296-4

296-3

296-2

296-1

296-5
296-6

296-3

296-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

296-2: DOE notes the concerns expressed in the comment on the potential
impacts of restarting the FFTF.  Assessments of all potential
environmental impacts associated with restart of the FFTF have been
performed and the results presented in Section 4.3 of the  NI PEIS.  The
assessments include detailed analyses of a wide spectrum of postulated
accidents.  The risks associated with operating the FFTF are shown to be
small.

296-3: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to
clarify DOE's role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial isotopes
would be viable if operated in concert with producing  plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
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applications.  As the NERAC report states:  “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production.”  In recognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions.  While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
it is unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of these facilities.

296-4: Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is
proposing enhancement of its nuclear facility infrastructure for the
purposes of addressing three primary needs:

1)  to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee;

2)  to support future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing
a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel source that is
required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long term,
assured supply; and

3)  to support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States' energy portfolio.  The FFTF at the
Hanford Site was one of several existing DOE resources that were
assessed for these missions.

Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  Waste management activities,
such as treatment, storage, and disposal, are conducted via permits from
the Washington State Department of Ecology.  As stated in Section N.3.2

Commentor No. 296:  Mary Eccon Smith (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 296
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 implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the alternative(s) selected.

296-5: The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Pursuant to CEQ regulations
(40 CFR 1505.1(e)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents available to the public before a decision is made.  DOE mailed
this document to about 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000.  The
report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web site
http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has also
provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the Final
NI PEIS.

296-6: Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

Commentor No. 296:  Mary Eccon Smith (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 296
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Commentor No. 297:  Nancy Hannah Response to Commentor No. 297

297-1

297-2

297-3

297-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS provides an impact analysis that
includes an estimate of waste generation and potential human health
impacts associated with each of the alternatives proposed for the
production of medical, industrial and research isotopes.  Any additional
wastes generated in support of these missions would be managed in a
safe an environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws, regulations, and applicable DOE orders.
In terms of potential human health impacts, the NI PEIS analysis
indicates that the most likely impacts would not result in additional cancer
fatalities among the population surrounding the DOE facilities that may
be selected for use.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section  1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and
to  clarify DOE's role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

297-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
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milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement. The proposed
alternatives would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.
The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention program in place, as summarized in Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site activities.

297-3: DOE notes the commentor's  concern for the long-term cleanup costs
associated with the alternatives.

Commentor No. 297:  Nancy Hannah (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 297
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Commentor No. 298:  R. G. Peterson Response to Commentor No. 298

298-1

298-2

298-3

298-1: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding vitrification of waste.

298-2: No radioactive materials were “released” in the Hanford Wildfires of
2000.  Wildfires did resuspend some materials already in the environment.
The resuspended materials were low, slightly above natural background
levels.

In both cases referenced, the low levels required several days of analysis
to quantify.  Levels were much too low to detect with real-time
monitoring instruments.  Special analysis over several days were required
to measure the environmental levels of contaminants encountered.  Data
was accurately reported to the public as it became available.

DOE will ensure that FFTF is safe to accomplish the stated missions.  In
the event that FFTF restart is selected in the Record of Decision,
complete safety and operational readiness reviews will be performed
prior to the restart.  The FFTF Safety Analysis Report is routinely
reassessed and updated when required to address any changes in plant
configuration due to physical modifications or changes in plant operation
procedures.  The operational readiness review would assess the current
updated Safety Analysis Report to ensure that the analyses bound the
reactor-operating envelope.  The analyses presented in this NI PEIS
reflect the proposed changes to the reactor core (including fuel and
irradiation targets) to perform the DOE missions.

298-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 299:  Bud Taylor Response to Commentor No. 299

299-1

299-2

299-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.  It
should be noted that the research and development mission includes
research for the burnup of weapons materials but not for the burnup of
the materials themselves.

299-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns and recognizes the necessity for
clear representation of issues raised throughout the public participation
process as a means of facilitating informed decisionmaking.  Section 1.4
of Volume 1 of this NI PEIS, as supplemented by an expanded discussion
provided in Appendix N, summarizes the prevailing issues and concerns
raised during the scoping process to include identification of prevalent
issues raised at individual scoping meetings.  In fact, based on the scoping
comments received, the scope of the NI PEIS was expanded in a number
of areas as outlined in Section 1.4 and Appendix N.  It should be noted,
however, that NEPA and CEQ regulations do not require an agency to
include and respond to each scoping comment as is required for public
comments on a Draft EIS.  While all comments received during the
scoping periods are part of the Administrative Record for the NI PEIS,
Section 1.4 and Appendix N are intended to provide a summary of the
issues and associated trends identified during the scoping process rather
than a tabulation of comments by specific issue.  In preparing the NI PEIS,
DOE carefully considered all scoping comments received from the public.
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Commentor No. 300:  Jim Pardu Response to Commentor No. 300

300-1 300-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.  It
should be noted that the reactor would be used to conduct nuclear
research and to produce plutonium-238 and medical and industrial
isotopes.  It would not produce uranium-238.
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Commentor No. 301:  Sandra Gray Response to Commentor No. 301

301-1

301-2

301-1

301-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

301-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views and observations.
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Commentor No. 302:   Frank Zucker Response to Commentor No. 302

302-1

302-2

302-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.  The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste
minimization and pollution prevention program in place, as summarized in
Section 3.4.11.8 of Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site
activities.

DOE gave equal consideration to all comments.  In preparing the Final
NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments received from the public.

302-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopes from foreign producers, including Canada, South Africa,
and the former Soviet Union.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised
to clarify DOE’s isotope production role and other producers’ capabilities
to fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

DOE notes the commentor’s concern for NASA’s use of nuclear materials
for space missions and interest in the development of alternative energy
sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA research
priorities are beyond the scope of the PEIS.  NASA establishes the need
and requirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch.  Plutonium-238 sources are used only when
they enable the missions or enhance mission capabilities.



2-430

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 303  Alan E. Niehaus Response to Commentor No. 303

303-1 303-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 304:  Cheryl A. Anderson Response to Commentor No. 304

304-1 304-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF
and opposition to Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s) and
Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor.
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Commentor No. 305:  M. F. Duffield Response to Commentor No. 305

305-1 305-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 306:  Phil McGinness Response to Commentor No. 306

306-1 306-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 307:  Al Rasmussen Response to Commentor No. 307

307-1

307-2

307-1: FFTF and fabrication/processing facilities at the Hanford Site can be
safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure missions described in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results
of the evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to
result from implementation of the alternatives, including normal operations
and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.  The
spectrum of accidents reviewed included both design basis and beyond
design basis seismic events.  The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risks associated with each of the
alternatives is small.  In addition, prior to restarting FFTF, a revised safety
analysis report and probabilistic risk assessment which address the
potential consequences of a variety of events, including earthquakes
would be prepared.

Alternative 1 postulates that DOE might decide at some point to import
mixed oxide fuel from Europe to fuel FFTF.  At this time, however, DOE
has not proposed to import this fuel through any specific port.  If DOE
ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it would perform a
separate NEPA analysis to select a port.  This review would address all
relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water transportation,
shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, as well as
safeguards and security associated with the import of SNR-300 mixed
oxide fuel through a variety of specific candidate ports on the east and
west coasts.  It would consider all public comments, including local
resolutions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxide fuel into
the proposed alternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
alternative.  Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and
U.S. Department of Transportation regulations.  Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements.  In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to a representative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and overland
transportation to Hanford.  Also in that section, a bounding analysis
demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risks to the
surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipments would be small
(e.g., less than 1 chance in a trillion for a latent cancer fatality per shipment
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from severe accidents at docks and in channels and less than 1 chance in
50 billion for a latent cancer fatality per shipment from overland highway
accidents).

307-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

Commentor No. 307:  Al Rasmussen Response to Commentor No. 307
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Commentor No. 308:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 308

308-1 308-1: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding the wastes currently
stored in the high-level radioactive waste tanks located at Hanford.  As
stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.  FFTF restart would not
generate high-level radioactive waste.  The NI PEIS addresses wastes
produced for each alternative, as well as cumulative impacts related to
waste production.  Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed
sites are also addressed.  These programs will be implemented for the
alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste generated
from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed
(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective
manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and
regulations and appropriate DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 309:  Norm Buske Response to Commentor No. 309

309-1 309-1: Section 2.3.1.1.3 of the NI PEIS identifies that for other than periodic
increases up to 400 megawatts to support nuclear research and
development activities, FFTF would be operated at a nominal
100 megawatts in order to extend the reactor life and significantly reduce
the generation rate of spent fuel.  The nuclear research and development
activities that this discussion is referring to would be for civilian
applications.

The purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
reasonable alternatives to enhancing DOE's existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to support production of isotopes for medical, research, and
industrial uses, production of plutonium-238 for use in future NASA
space exploration missions, and U.S. nuclear research and development
needs for civilian application.  As discussed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1,
plutonium-238 would be produced to support NASA's deep space
missions.  Plutonium-238 is not used to produce nuclear weapons.  All
missions considered in the NI PEIS are for civilian purposes.
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310-1

Commentor No. 310:  Allen Seaman Response to Commentor No. 310

310-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 311:  Jeanne Welsch Response to Commentor No. 311

311-1 311-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 312:  Mike Falagher Response to Commentor No. 312

312-1 312-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 313:  Don Crnvovich Response to Commentor No. 313

313-1 313-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 314:  Kent R. Welsch Response to Commentor No. 314

314-1 314-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 315:  Clayton Carr Response to Commentor No. 315

315-1 315-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 316:  Sally J. Serier Response to Commentor No. 316

316-1 316-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 317:  Jane A. Boyd Response to Commentor No. 317

317-1 317-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 318:  Kline Welsch Response to Commentor No. 318

318-1 318-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 319:  Bryon Christoffersen Response to Commentor No. 319

319-1 319-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 320:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 320

320-1 320-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 321:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 321

321-1

321-2

321-3

321-1

321-4

321-1: The commentor's position on genetic research and opposition to the use
of medical isotopes are noted.  Potential benefits of genetic research are
outside the scope of the NI PEIS.  As discussed in Section 1.2.1 of
Volume 1, one of the DOE's missions is to insure a reliable supply of
radioisotopes for clinical applications and research.

321-2: DOE acknowledges that other manufacturers can produce certain
isotopes at lower costs.  In fact, the United States currently purchases
approximately 90 percent of its medical isotopes from foreign producers,
including Canada, South Africa, and the former Soviet Union.  Section 1.2.1
of Volume 1 has been revised to clarify DOE's isotope production
role and other producers' capabilities to fulfill U.S isotope needs.

321-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention program in place, as summarized in Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site activities.

More specific to the DOE missions presented in the NI PEIS, FFTF is
located approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are no
discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to the groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford  facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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321-4: The commentor's positions on nuclear disarmament and reduction of
stockpiles of nuclear weapons are noted, although nuclear weaponry is
outside of the scope of this NI PEIS.  The nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 are unrelated to the
national defense.  Nuclear weaponry would not be produced under any of
the nuclear infrastructure alternatives described in Section 2.5.

Commentor No. 321:  Anonymous (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 321
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Commentor No. 322:  Rosemary E. Brodie Response to Commentor No. 322

322-1

322-2

322-3

322-4

322-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Included in the PEIS are the results of analyses that show that the risks
associated with operating the FFTF are very small.

322-2: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However,  Canada only supplies a limited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  As such, reliance on Canadian
sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not
meet DOE's mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been
revised to clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers'
capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

322-3: Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
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Commentor No. 322:  Rosemary E. Brodie (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 322

missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions; no viable alternative to using plutonium-238 to support
these missions currently exists.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will
be exhausted by approximately 2005.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

322-4: DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “...ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial, and
research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other federal
agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities related
to development of nuclear power for civilian use.”  The purpose of this
PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impacts to
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.  The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste
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Commentor No. 322:  Rosemary E. Brodie (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 322

minimization and pollution prevention program in place, as summarized in
Section 3.4.11.8 of Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site
activities.

Excessing U.S. defense assets to fund DOE activities is not within the
scope of this PEIS.



2-454

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 323:  Richard O. Zimmerman Response to Commentor No. 323

323-1

323-2

323-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

323-2: DOE notes the commentor's views on the costs and benefits of the
proposed production of medical radioisotopes in the FFTF. The estimated
costs of the range of reasonable alternatives are presented in the Cost
Report, summarized in Appendix P of the Final NI PEIS.  However, the
Cost Report is not a cost-benefit analysis.  While it is reasonable to
believe that the benefits of medical isotopes are substantial, the purpose
of this NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear infrastructure missions
(Section 1.2 of Volume 1), a range of reasonable alternatives for satisfying
the mission requirements (Section 2.5 of Volume 1), and the environmental
impacts that would result from implementation of the alternatives.
According to 40 CFR Section 1502.23, if a cost-benefit analysis exists, it
must be reported and summarized in the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 324:  Eldon L. Ball Response to Commentor No. 324

324-1

324-2

324-3

324-4

324-5

324-1: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

An assessment of the risk of a wildfire indicated that, in the worst case, it
could lead to a loss of offsite power, which the FFTF, because of its
passive cooling capability, could withstand without overheating the core or
leading to the release of any radioactivity.

324-2: DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasons and concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's
preference is to establish a domestic plutonium-238 production capability.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions.

324-3: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

324-4: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.
Public meetings were held on this formal milestone change.

The alternatives delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on
Hanford cleanup activities.  The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford
cleanup through the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management (EM), and the FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy,
Science and Technology (NE).  The nuclear infrastructure missions
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described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which
has no funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities.  As stated in
Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives
would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford
cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

324-5: DOE assumes the commentor is referring to the Fast Flux Test Facility
FFTF).  The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for
Isotope Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000
regarding the suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely
and cost-efficient manner were made in the context of the facility
producing research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost
effective to restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small
quantities of various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of
FFTF for the production of larger quantities of both  research and
commercial isotopes would be viable if operated in concert with
producing  plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications.  As the NERAC report states: “In
limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux
of fast neutrons and large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be
utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for
commercial interests who might consider its use for isotope production.”
In recognition of these constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS
only evaluates the use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated
missions.  While some existing reactors may possess the potential
capability or capacity to support research isotope production, as
suggested in the NERAC report, it is unlikely that reliable, increased
production of these isotopes to support projected needs could be
accomplished without impacting the existing missions of these facilities.

Commentor No. 324:  Eldon L. Ball (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 324
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Commentor No. 325:  Liesl Zappler Rogers Response to Commentor No. 325

325-1

325-2

325-3

325-4

325-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential
health impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF), including  normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

As discussed in Section 3.4.9.3 of Volume 1, the question of whether
residents in the Hanford area are subject to elevated cancer rates is
unresolved.  Existing studies and data suggest that cancer mortality rates
in counties adjacent to the Hanford Site are not elevated.  Prevailing
winds at the Hanford Site blow toward Grant County, Washington from
the south (14.2 percent of the time) and south-southwest (11.5 percent of
the time) directions.  Hence, Grant County would be expected to bear a
major burden of wind borne contamination from the Hanford Site.
However, if an excess cancer mortality risk is present in Grant County, it
was too small to be identified at the county-level of resolution in the
survey and available National Cancer Institute data discussed in
Section 3.4.9.3.  Epidemiological studies in Benton and Franklin counties
provided no conclusive evidence of elevated congenital defects in the two
counties.

325-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

325-3: This PEIS provides estimates of the human health impacts associated
with a range of reasonable alternatives (including restart of FFTF) for the
production of isotopes for medical uses, research and development, and
as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1 (which
includes restart of FFTF), including  normal operations and a spectrum of
accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis
showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
restarting FFTF would be small.
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325-4: Restoration of the Hanford Site and waste management activities are the
primary missions at Hanford.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

Commentor No. 325:  Liesl Zappler Rogers (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 325
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Commentor No. 326:  Hyun Lee
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 326

326-1

326-2

326-3

326-4

326-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

326-2: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes.  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste generated
by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE's policy that all wastes be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing of
neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or available
funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at Hanford.  The higher
activity waste would be treated as a solid form via a stand-alone
vitrification system, separate from any tank waste treatment system.
Therefore, the existing Hanford high-level radioactive waste facilities would
not be used, and as analyzed in the PEIS, no existing or planned high-level
radioactive waste facilities would be used to treat the wastes resulting from
processing the irradiated targets.

326-3: Hanford Site environmental restoration activities, including those
involving the Hanford 300 Area,  are conducted in accordance with
the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy.
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The consideration of FFTF for the NI PEIS mission has not impacted any
Hanford cleanup projects, except for a Tri-Party Agreement change
involving the FFTF status.  The Department of Ecology, EPA, and DOE
agreed to the change to place the milestones for FFTF's permanent
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deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a decision on FFTF’s
future.  Public meetings were held on this formal milestone change.  The
DOE missions would also have no impact on future Hanford cleanup
activities.

The 306-E facility is not contaminated and is being proposed as a location
to conduct activities that  involve no radioactive materials.  While the
325 Building has an inventory of radionuclides associated with ongoing
activities at the facility, the building is not contaminated in worker
accessible areas.  Operations at the 325 Building are conducted in
accordance with applicable federal and state regulations and appropriate
DOE Orders.

The 300 Area Revitalization Plan (DOE 1999) provides for continued
multi-program R&D operations in the 300 Area, including operation of
various laboratories, office facilities, and services.  It also provides for
consolidation (but not complete elimination) of radiological operations,
with support for Hanford Site facility transition and environmental
restoration efforts. The plan does not require closure of the 325 and 306 E
buildings as long as they are needed for active research projects.
Operation of these facilities would not violate any existing agreements
between DOE and stakeholders or other legal obligations, nor would it
affect ongoing or planned environmental restoration and facility transition
activities.

326-4: DOE Order 435.1 “Waste Management” gives responsibility to the DOE
Field Element Managers to approve exemptions for use of non-DOE
facilities for the storage, treatment or disposal of DOE radioactive waste
based on certain requirements.  One of these requirements is that the
facility must have the necessary permits, licenses, and approvals for the
specific waste.

As discussed in DOE's “Commercial Disposal Policy Analysis for
Low Level and Mixed Low-Level Wastes” dated March 9, 1999, there
are three commercial low-level radioactive waste disposal facilities
(i.e., Envirocare of Utah; Barnwell, South Carolina; and U.S. Ecology,
Richland, Washington) which are currently operating and licensed to receive
low-level radioactive waste.  Envirocare of Utah also has a permit to receive
RCRA hazardous wastes.  DOE has and is currently disposing of low
level radioactive waste and mixed low-level radioactive waste at Envirocare
of Utah and has sent low-level radioactive waste to Barnwell, South

Commentor No. 326:  Hyun Lee (Cont’d)
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 326
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Carolina.  In June 1995, U.S. Ecology submitted an unsolicited proposal to
DOE for the disposal of DOE waste at the U.S. Ecology facility.
In November 1995, the State of Washington informed U.S. Ecology and
DOE that the State would allow the disposal of DOE waste at the
facility subject to certain conditions.

Commentor No. 326:  Hyun Lee (Cont’d)
Heart of America Northwest

Response to Commentor No. 326
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Commentor No. 327:  D. Doyle Response to Commentor No. 327

327-1 327-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission and migration of contaminants to the Columbia River.  Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to remediate existing
contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration
of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention program in place, as summarized in Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site activities.
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Commentor No. 328:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 328

328-1

328-2

328-1: The commentor's position regarding restart of FFTF is noted.  The PEIS
provides estimates of the human health impacts associated with a range of
reasonable alternatives (which includes restart of FFTF) for the
production of isotopes for medical uses, research and development, and
as sources for radioisotope power systems.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1 (which
includes restart of FFTF), including  normal operations and a spectrum of
accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis
showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
restarting FFTF would be small.

328-2: No food, water, or air restrictions are in place outside the Hanford
Reservation as a result of Hanford activities.
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Commentor No. 329:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 329

329-1 329-1: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to
clarify DOE's role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

For the purposes of analyses in the NI PEIS, a representative set of
isotopes was selected on the basis of the recommendations of the Expert
Panel, medical market forecasts, reviews of medical literature, and more
than 100 types of ongoing clinical trials that use radioisotopes for the
treatment of cancer and other diseases.  This set includes both reactor-
and accelerator-produced isotopes, and is listed in Table 1-1 of Volume 1
along with a brief description of their medical and/or industrial
applications.  Although these isotopes are a representative sample of
possible isotopes which could be produced, DOE expects that the actual
isotopes and specific amounts produced as a result of the proposed action
would vary from year to year in response to the focus of clinical research
and the specific market needs occurring at that time.
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Commentor No. 330:  William A. Dautel Response to Commentor No. 330

330-1 330-1: Medical isotope production has been identified as one of the purposes
and needs (Chapter 1 of Volume 1) for which DOE action is necessary.
The NI PEIS addresses the impacts of the production of radioisotopes for
this purpose.  Although the 12 million medical procedures a year utilizing
radioisotopes result in significant health benefits to the public, the impact
of the use of the radioisotopes is not within the scope of the
environmental impacts of the production of the isotopes.
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Commentor No. 331:  Magna Sundstrom Response to Commentor No. 331

331-1

331-2

331-1: DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.”  The purpose of
this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impacts to
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing DOE
resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones
and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is
fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF) is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

331-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 332:  Tamara Travers Response to Commentor No. 332

332-1

332-2

332-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

332-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing activities to
remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority to DOE.
The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  A Tri-Party
Agreement change was made to place the milestones for FFTF's
permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a decision on
whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.  Public meetings
were held on this formal milestone change.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

The Hanford Site has a comprehensive waste minimization and pollution
prevention program in place, as summarized in Section 3.4.11.8 of
Volume 1, that would govern any proposed site activities.
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Commentor No. 333:  Marjorie Rhodes Response to Commentor No. 333

333-1

333-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opinion regarding opposition to the restart of
FFTF.  It is DOE policy to encourage public input on matters of regional,
national and international importance.  In compliance with NEPA and
CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public to comment on
the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed alternatives for
meeting mission requirements.  In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE
carefully considered comments received from the public.

This NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR
Part 1021), respectively.  The environmental impacts of reasonable
alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the missions were disclosed and
evaluated in the NI PEIS.  DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze,
and disclose all required information to make a decision on expanding
nuclear infrastructure.  All references used in preparing the NI PEIS are
cited in the reference section of each chapter and appendix.  DOE has
made these references and other material relevant to review of the NI PEIS
available to the public in the designated public reading rooms.

The handouts provided during the public hearings were intended to
convey pertinent information on the DOE missions and options for
accomplishing them, as well as to provide other relevant background
material, in a clear and concise manner for the benefit of the public.  The
handouts are  not intended to promote any particular alternative or
corporate, institutional, or government interest in the decisions to be made
but rather to communicate the reach and importance of such decisions to
the public as a whole.

The commentor’s concern for the use of paper for the public hearings is
noted.  DOE is committed to the principles of waste minimization and
pollution prevention, and all public informational materials and this
NI PEIS are printed with soy ink on recycled paper.  Electronic publishing
via the Internet is also used extensively by DOE for NEPA analyses and
many other types of documents in order to reduce publication costs and
material usage.  However, it is customary to provide copies of fact
sheets, public comment forms, hearing evaluation forms, and other
information materials as a convenience to the public and to ensure that
those attending are as fully informed as possible as to the matters on
which public input is being solicited.  The provision of such materials at
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Commentor No. 333:  Marjorie Rhodes (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 333

public hearings is in part in response to feedback from other public
hearing attendees.  Of course, persons attending the hearing could elect
to forgo handouts and public comment forms.  A presentation was
provided by DOE at the start of the hearings and poster boards were on
display as alternative means of communicating key points of information.
Comments by attendees could be made orally to a comment recorder or
submitted via one of the other means provided (i.e., U.S. mail, e-mail, a
toll-free fax number, and a toll-free phone number) in lieu of a completed
comment form.

333-2: As referenced in DOE's response to the commentor's previous
comment 333-1), the fact sheet handouts are not biased.  In particular, the
fact sheet questioned by the commentor is intended to provide a summary
of the mission drivers behind the medical and industrial isotope production
mission and to serve as an aid to the public in understanding one of the
three missions identified in the PEIS.  Fact sheets for the other two
missions were also provided for information purposes.
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Commentor No. 333:  Marjorie Rhodes (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 333
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Commentor No. 333:  Marjorie Rhodes (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 333
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Commentor No. 333:  Marjorie Rhodes (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 333

333-2
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Commentor No. 333:  Marjorie Rhodes (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 333
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Commentor No. 334:  Eunice Heaston Response to Commentor No. 334

334-1 334-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 335:  Marilyn Savage
United Staff Nurses Union

Response to Commentor No. 335

335-1 335-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 335:  Marilyn Savage (Cont’d)
United Staff Nurses Union

Response to Commentor No. 335
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Commentor No. 335:  Marilyn Savage (Cont’d)
United Staff Nurses Union

Response to Commentor No. 335
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Commentor No. 335:  Marilyn Savage (Cont’d)
United Staff Nurses Union

Response to Commentor No. 335
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Commentor No. 335:  Marilyn Savage (Cont’d)
United Staff Nurses Union

Response to Commentor No. 335
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Commentor No. 336:  Joan Claybrook
Public Citizen

Response to Commentor No. 336

336-1

336-2

336-1

336-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to enhancing its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure.  Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic
Energy Act, DOE is seeking to maintain and enhance its infrastructure
for the purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to support the
increased domestic production of isotopes for medical, research, and
industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of experts in the medical
field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory
Committee; 2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by
re-establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel source
that is required for deep space missions and for which the U.S. has no
long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support civilian nuclear research and
development in order to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of
nuclear power as a viable component of the United States' energy
portfolio.  Section 1.2. of Volume 1 has been revised to clarify the
purpose and need of the proposed action.

The NI PEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of a range of
reasonable alternatives for accomplishing this mission.  In addition to
restarting the FFTF, the NI PEIS also evaluates alternatives that would
either employ the use of existing facilities or rely on the construction of
new facilities.  Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal
operations, facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the
proposed action are relatively low and are discussed in detail in Chapter 4
of Volume 1 (e.g. Sections 4.3.1.1.9, 4.3.1.1.10, 4.3.1.1.11) and
Appendixes H, I, and J in Volume 2 of the Final NI PEIS.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s); and Alternative 4, Construct
New Research Reactor.

336-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

336-3: The restart of FFTF or use of any of the other proposed alternative
facilities would not have an impact on the schedule or available funding
for existing cleanup activities at Hanford, INEEL, or ORR.  As identified
in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF would generate
about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (e.g., solid low-level
radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous wastes,  This
would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional radioactive
waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear infrastructure
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Commentor No. 336 :  Joan Claybrook (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 336

336-1

336-3

336-4

operations.  It is DOE's policy that all wastes be manage (i.e., treated,
stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and
in compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

336-4: The availability of radioisotopes for the purposes of food irradiation is
not the focus of DOE's proposed action.  Although radiation sterilization
of food is a possible application for certain industrial radioisotopes,
including cesium-137 and cobalt-60, DOE does not anticipate a similar
need for increased production of radioisotopes used for these purposes.

Although not within the scope of the NI PEIS, DOE recognizes the
importance of improving control of radioactive sources, and is working
with EPA and NRC on developing a nation-wide disposition system for
orphaned sources of radiation.

336-5: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission and migration of contaminants to the Columbia River.  Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are
high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy ).  This agreement
specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the
Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 336:  Joan Claybrook (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 336

336-4
(Cont’d)

336-5

As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE's policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.  The
radioactive waste that would be generated from the restart of FFTF
(e.g., low-level radioactive waste) would not be dispositioned in the Hanford
waste tanks.

The potential health and environmental impacts associated with operation
of the Hanford facilities during normal operations and from postulated
accidents are presented in Section 4.3 of the PEIS.  All impacts to human
health and to ecological resources would be small in the immediate area
and negligible at all distant locations.

The 200 Area Plateau at Hanford contains 177 underground waste
storage tanks.  None of the tanks currently generate a sufficient heat load
to boil.  Cesium and other high-heat load radionuclides were removed
from the waste tanks years ago.  Tanks that generate hydrogen gas have
had engineered features installed to make the tanks safe from a
flammable gas standpoint.

There have been no serious safety-related accidents or release of
hazardous or radioactive material causing significant injury or harm to
workers, or posing any threat or harm to the offsite public at FFTF during
its operational lifetime.

No food or water restrictions are in place outside the Hanford
Reservation as a result of Hanford activities.

Operations of FFTF have been and will continue to be conducted under
Washington State discharge permits.  Any future operations of the facility
would therefore not contribute to any of the referenced conditions.

336-6: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
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Commentor No. 336:  Joan Claybrook (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 336

336-5
 (Cont’d)

336-6

would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
Prior to an FFTF restart, a revised safety analysis report and a
probabilistic risk assessment would be prepared which would address any
changes in plant configuration, operating conditions, and procedures.  The
revised safety analyses would be subjected to a thorough independent
review process.
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Commentor No. 336:  Joan Claybrook (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 336

336-6
 (Cont’d)

336-1

336-3
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Commentor No. 337:  William Heaston Response to Commentor No. 337

337-1 337-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 338:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 338

338-1 338-1: This NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and
10 CFR Part 1021), respectively.  The environmental impacts of reasonable
alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the missions were disclosed and
evaluated in the NI PEIS.  Further, DOE evaluated each environmental
resource area in a consistent, unbiased manner across all the alternatives
to allow a fair comparison among the various alternatives.  DOE made
every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose all required information to
make a decision on expanding nuclear infrastructure.
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Commentor No. 339:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 339

339-1

339-2

339-1: Although a few radioisotopes can be produced by separating them from
existing stockpiles of transuranic materials or other long-lived
radioisotopes, the two primary means for producing radioisotopes is
through the use of nuclear reactors or particle accelerators.

339-2: DOE does not falsify health records.  Human health effects information
presented in the NI PEIS is based on data collected at the candidate sites:
ORR, INEEL, and Hanford. Data used to quantify offsite consequences
were extracted from reports (available to the public) concerned with
operational releases at candidate facilities.  (See for example,
DOE/RL-99-41, Radiological Air Emissions Report for the Hanford Site
Calendar Year 1998).

These reports are generated in response to DOE's requirements for
radiological control.  DOE Order 231.1, Environment, Safety, and Health
Reporting, requires an annual radiation dose summary that evaluates doses
to members of the public and workers.  DOE’s radiological control
requirements meet the legal requirements of 10 CFR 835.  There are
provisions for enforcement actions should the requirements of 10 CFR 835
not be met. In 1996, DOE established the DOE Radiological Health and
Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26 1996). Accuracy of radiological
records is among the goals of this policy: the policy states in part “Ensure
radiological measurements, analyses, worker monitoring results and
estimates of public exposures are accurate and appropriately made.”
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Commentor No. 340:  Linda Parks Response to Commentor No. 340

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

8/30/00

Linda Parks
Walla Walla, WA
509_526_3387

I am a senior disabled person. I have no car to
be able to make the meeting in Richland about
restarting the Hanford reactor. However, I
adamantly dislike the thought of restarting it. I
am very much against restarting any nuclear
reactors. Please make my feelings a part of the
fight against restarting it. Thank you.

340-1 340-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 341:  Mike Kaiser Response to Commentor No. 341

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

8/31/00

Mike Kaiser
Benton City, WA
509_547_2911

I support the restart of FFTF for missions stated
in the draft. I think that is the most viable
option. Hope you consider that. Thank you.

341-1 341-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 342:  Jim Dobson Response to Commentor No. 342

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

8/31/00

Jim Dobson
Seattle, WA
Also speaking for Sue Zigi

We emphatically want to say no against
reopening the FFTF nuclear reactor in Hanford.
It is stupid, dumb, and immoral. Thank you.

342-1 342-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 343:  Doug Palmricky Response to Commentor No. 343

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

8/31/00

Doug Palmricky
Kennewick, WA
509_586_0567

I would like to support FFTF medical isotope
production. It is a terrific facility out there,
should be, and a lot of money has been spent
on it. I think we should utilize all the things that
are there for that particular endeavor.

343-1 343-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



2-492

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 344:  Barb Hosford Response to Commentor No. 344

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

8/31/00

Barb Hosford
Hood River, OR
541_386_7020

I would like to call and voice my concerns
against the startup of Hanford. And if it could be
logged on as a vote I would consider that a
positive thing. I am very alarmed that this could
possibly start up again. So I am totally against
it.

344-1 344-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 345:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 345

345-1

345-2
345-3

345-1

345-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns and agrees that information
presented at public hearings should be verbally conveyed and written in
plain language.  This is in accordance with the spirit of the provisions
of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021,
respectively) which stipulate that NEPA documents be written
in plain language.  It is DOE’s public participation policy to verbally
present information and to provide handouts and other informational
materials that are easily understood by the public and which avoid the
use of jargon.  The use of acronyms is avoided to the extent possible or
they are spelled out the first time used, and essential technical  terms or
concepts are defined through the use of more common terms of
understanding.  Also, DOE made every effort to respond to each
question asked during the public hearings.  DOE is committed to the
continual improvement of the public participation process and regrets if
any member of the public felt that any information presented at the
public hearings, either verbally or in written form, was unclear or
otherwise unhelpful, or that any question went unanswered.

345-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

345-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are
high priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement
specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford
Site.  A Tri-Party Agreement change was made to place the milestones for
FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance until the DOE reaches a
decision on whether the facility will be used to meet mission needs.  Public
meetings were held on this formal milestone change.
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Commentor No. 346:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 346

346-1

346-2

346-1: DOE notes the commentor's position.  Public hearings are critical to the
public participation process and provide valuable information to DOE.
However, in ongoing clinical testing, therapeutic radioisotopes have
proven effective in treating cancers and other illnesses while minimizing
adverse side effects, making their use an attractive alternative to
traditional chemotherapy and radiation treatments.

346-2: The NI PEIS provides an estimate of the potential human health impacts
associated with a range of reasonable alternatives considered for the
production of radioisotopes for medical and industrial uses, research and
development, and as heat sources for radioisotope power systems (see
Sections 1.2 and 2.5 of Volume 1).  The methodology used in the analysis
of health effects, which is detailed in Appendixes H through J, is based
upon our current knowledge of the health impacts that may result from
exposure to low doses of ionizing radiation and chemical agents.
Sections 4.3 through 4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
implementation of any of the reasonable alternatives (some of which
include use of facilities at Hanford), including  normal operations and a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental
analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
Hanford operations in support of the nuclear infrastructure would be
small.
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Commentor No. 347:  Paul L. Metzger Response to Commentor No. 347

347-1

347-2

347-3

347-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

347-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

347-3: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 349:  Barbara Kinnear-Williams Response to Commentor No. 349

349-1

349-2

349-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

349-2: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected from implementation of Alternative 1, including normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 350:  John Jay Fichter Response to Commentor No. 350

350-1

350-2

350-3

350-4

350-5

350-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

350-2: The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in
accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram
budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

350-3: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected from implementation of Alternative 1, including normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

350-4: On June 9, 2000, the President issued a proclamation that established the
78,900 hectares (195,000 acres) Hanford Reach National Monument
(65 FR 37253).  The proclamation recognized the unique character and
biological diversity of the area, as well as its geological, paleontological,
historic and archaeological significance.  However, it should be noted that
the 400 Area, within which the FFTF is located, does not fall within the
monument boundaries and its operation would not impact the values for
which the monument was established.  If fact, as shown on Figure 3-6 of
the NI PEIS, the 400 Area is located within an area that has been
designated as industrial.  The Hanford Reach National Monument is
discussed in Section 3.4.1.1.1 of the NI PEIS.
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350-5: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to the use of FFTF for the
expansion of its nuclear facility infrastructure. Consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and
enhance its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary
needs:

1)    to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee;

2)    to support future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing
a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel source that is
required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term,
assured supply; and

3)    to support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States' energy portfolio. Section 1.2 of Volume 1
was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

Commentor No. 350:  John Jay Fichter (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 350
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Commentor No. 351:  Mark Lundgren Response to Commentor No. 351

351-1

351-2

351-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

351-2: DOE notes the commentor's views.
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Commentor No. 352:  June and Ed Hemmingson Response to Commentor No. 352

352-1

352-2

352-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

352-2: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding waste generation.  It
should be noted that nuclear power generation is not within the scope
of the NI PEIS.  The NI PEIS does address the environmental impacts
due to the treatment, storage, and disposal of the waste generated by
the proposed actions for all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste
minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.
These programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the
Record of Decision.  The waste generated from any of the proposed
alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and appropriate DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 355:  Katie Bailey Response to Commentor No. 355

355-1

355-2

355-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

355-2: Hanford facilities can be safely operated to support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3
of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential health
impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1, including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents
that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risks associated with Alternative 1 would
be small.

FFTF operated for more than 10 years with no discernible impact to the
environment.  Air emissions from the facility were in accordance with
applicable permit and regulatory requirements and were well below
federal and state air standards.  Wastewater discharges were also in
accordance with applicable permit and regulatory requirements.  It is
DOE's policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner in compliance
with applicable Federal and state laws and appropriate DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 356:  Joanna Bailey Response to Commentor No. 356

356-1

356-2

356-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

356-2: The concerns expressed in the comment with respect to NI PEIS
Alternative 1 are noted.  FFTF operated for more than 10 years with no
discernible impact to the environment.  Air emissions from the facility
were in accordance with applicable permit and regulatory requirements
and were well below federal and state air standards.  Wastewater
discharges were also in accordance with applicable permit and regulatory
requirements.  Wastes generated were managed in a safe and
environmentally protective manner in compliance with applicable federal
and state laws and appropriate DOE Orders.

Restart and operation of the FFTF would result in small impacts to the
biosphere.  All air emissions and wastewater discharges to the
environment would be in accordance with applicable permit and
regulatory requirements.  The releases of air pollutants and contaminated
liquids associated with FFTF operations are addressed in detail in Section
4.3 of the  NI PEIS.  The release of criteria air pollutants would result in
concentrations well below Federal and state air standards (Table 4-13);
the releases of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals into the
environment would have a negligible effect on human health (Tables 4-17
and 4-19); and no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water
quality would result from water discharges (Section 4.3.1.1.4).
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